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REPLY BRIEF 



In response to the new points raised by the Examiner in the Examiner's Answer, the 

following reply brief is provided. 

In the Examiner's Answer on page 16, the Examiner explains that Delaney discloses: 

receiving first information (desired data is available) firom 
the second processor-based system (Peer Client 22 fig. 1 A) [(client 
(20 fig.l A) querying peer client (22 fig. 1 A) if the Peer Client 22 
has desired data package including image data; if the peer client 
(22 fig. 1 A) has first information (desired data is available), the 
peer client (20 fig. 1 A) obtains the data package firom Peer Client 
(22 fig. 1 A) in the local network (peer clients only), see figs. 1 A, 
IB, abstract, col. 1 lines 17-34 and col. 5 lines 19-41] 
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If we assume that the Examiner's analysis of the reference is correct, the question 

becomes whether that analysis leads to the conclusion that the reference actually does what is 

claimed in the second clause of the claim. The second clause of the claim is as follows: 

receive first information from the second processor-based 
system, said first information to enable the first processor-based 
system to determine if it can acquire second information sufficient 
to display an image, in connection with an online meeting, from a 
cache local to the first processor-based system 

The Examiner contends that the second processor-based system is the peer client 22. See 
the Answer, page 3, section 2, at line 6. Thus, the first processor-based system must be the peer 
client 20. If we translate the claim, it is apparent that it is the Examiner's position that the claim 
reads as follows: 

receive first information from the second processor-based 
system (22), said first information to enable the first processor- 
based system (20) to determine if it can acquire a second 
information to display an image, in connection with an online 
meeting, from a cache local to the first processor-based system 
(20) 

However, looking at the quote from page 16 of the office action (set forth above), the 
asserted first processor-based system 20 does not receive first information from the second 
processor-based system 22 to enable the first processor-based system 20 to determine if it can 
acquire second information sufficient to display an image. The asserted first information is 
whether the desired data is available on the second processor-based system. But this information 
about what is available on the second processor-based system (i.e., client 22) would not meet the 
claim limitation because the first information must be that information that enables the first 
processor-based system to determine if it can acquire the second information sufficient to display 
an image, in connection with the online meeting, from a cache local to the first processor-based 
system. Clearly, the information that the Examiner is asserting to be the first information is 
information obtained from a second processor-based system, not information sufficient to 
determine whether the first processor-based system can obtain the information from its local 
cache. 

Thus, even assuming the Examiner's analysis of the reference is correct it merely 
demonstrates the failure of the reference to do what is claimed. 
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Therefore, reversal would be appropriate. 
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